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MORMONISM.

Pr. Newman’s Great Sermon
' in Salt Lake City.

DOES THE BIBLE SANCTION POLYGAMY ?

A i P

Roliglous, Moral, Political and Social
Aspects of the Question.

————

Plurality of Wives as Practised
' by the Prophets.

e

he Great Polygamic Binners and
the Roll of Xonor.

SaLr Laxr CiTY, August B, 1870,
The wislt of the Rev. Dr. Kewman to S8alt Lake
City bas created much excitement bere among both
sigatnts” and “sloners.” For several weeks his ar-
rival was looked forward to with unusual loterest,
Representing, a8 ne does, the moral and religlous
sentiments of the mation upon the barbarous insti-
tution of polygamy, lils presence liere has been Im-
ently awaited by those who were anxlous (o hear
im assail the most peculiar and repugnant system
of the saints, The occaston of his coming here
18 this:—On the 34 of March last, when the
Cullom bl to &bolish polygamy in Utah was
belng discussed in  Congress, Mr. Hooper,
the Mormon Delegate, delivered an elaborate
prgument ln the House of Representatives against
the legisiation which the Cullom bill proposed. By
far the greater portion of his speech was devoted to
s defence of polygamy on Blble grounds. Dr. New-
man belng chaplain of the Senate, men high in
puthorit y often asked him, “Does the Bible sanction
polygamy 1" Inview of the redglous character of
the questlon, and of the proposed legislation by Con-
gress concerning aftalrs in Utah, Dr. Newman deter-
mined to angwer the question from the pulpit. Ac-
cordingly on Sunday, April 24, he preached a sermon
o his chareh in Washington condemning the system
on the authority of the Seripiures, which waa pub-
lished in fall in the NEw YORK HErALD on the follow-
ing morning. Elder Orson Pratr, one of the Twelve
Apostles of the Mormon OClurch, prepared a reply,
which was sdopted by the Church in conferenoe,
and printed o the HERALD on the 80th of May. Dw.
Newman wrote g rejoinder to Pratt's reply, and the
rejoinder appeared (n the HERALD on the 34 of July,
Meanwhile the Salt Lake Dailty Telegraph, com-
menting on the Doctor's sermon, Bald:—*The ser-
mon should have been delivered in the New Taber-
nacle in this oity, with 10,000 Mormons to llsten to
it, and then Elder Fratt or some other prominent
Mormon should hive had a hearing on the other
pide, and thue peovie been allowed to declde.”
This, together with the remarka  which
followed, being regarded as a challenge
to him to come to Utah and discuss
the question of polygamy from o Scriptural stand-
point, he did not feel at hberty to decline it. He
announced lis intention of coming here in August
to preach a serles of sermons or debate Lthe question
with Brigham Young. Afier hia departure from
Washington on his journey hither the Deseret Ecen-
tng News, which Is the oflicial organ of the Mormon
Churot, in a leading articie on the Doctor's ap-
proaching visit, expressed ita ignorance of any ape-
cliic challenge for a discussion, and suggested that
if Dr. Newman should come nere he might have
the use of the Tabernacie to preach in ir he would
reciprocate the favor by anllowing a Mormon
elder to preach from his puipit In  his
metropolitan church in Washington, Two days
therealler the Salt Lake Herald, which arose out of
the rulns of the Telegraph, undertook to solve the
disputed question of the challenge by referring to
the artele which hed been published in the Tele
graph. The Herald Aid not couslder it an authori-

tatlve chalienge. It would seem that when It was
known that Dr. Newman was reslly coming to as-
Ball polygamy in its own dominlons, the Mormon
leaders, deemlng “discretion ‘the better part of
valor,” concluded to deciine the contest, Hence,
on his arrival here last Iriday, the +‘presiding prieats
hoga' and certaln elders and opostles kuew nothing
of any proposed discussion. But many of the Mor-
mons and all of the Gentilea took it for granted
that there would be a public debate In the Taberna-
cle after tle arrival of Dr. Newman. On the morn-
ing after his arrival he wrote Brigham Young a note
informing him that he was In Salt Lake City aond
prepared to discuss the question. Brigham Young
replied that Dr. Newman, lo coming here ln answer
to whai he had construed to Le a challenge from
him, wasa laboring under a misapprehension. Dr.
Newman expressed his surprise at Brigham Young's
interpraotation, and went on to ehow how the article
in question, from which he quoted 1o his leiter, was
consldered by himsell and friends to be an autbor-
izea challenge from the Church. This correspond-
ence Look place on Saturday. Wnen Dr. Newman
found that Brigham Youngdlsclalmed the challenge
and declined dlscusslon he accepted an Invitation to
preach on Sunday afternoon in the hall In which
the Methodists hold  their rellglous eeryices.
Alter these wurrangementa were completed, on
Saturday afternoon Young luvited Newman to
preach on Bunday in the Tabernacle, bt Newman,
having made the other engagement to preach on
sunduy afternoon, was compelied to decline the In-
vila'ton, This correspondence was telegrapled in
full on Sunday to the HemaLD. It has siace been
continoed, and other Jotters, containing some spley
personaiities, and which are appended, passed be-
tween the champlon of monogamy and the poly-
gomic propbet. Meinwhile, however, Dr. Newman
delivered his great discourse agalnst polygamy, in
the Methodist meeting-bouse, as stated. The hall
was crowded 1o Its utmost capaclty, many people
belng unabie to find standlog room in It; and the
audlence hstenea with rapt atteatlon for three hours
and a ball to his eloquent and able argument.

The reverend gentiewan took for his text part of
the fourth verse of the nineteenth chapter of the
Gospel according to Bt Matthew:—

Have ye not read that Ile which made them at the
beginning mwade them male and female.

I have, he sald, a threefold object in speaking to
¥you to-day. The first s to do good. Yet my hopes
are not extravagant, for I remembev that St.
Paul, whose intellect was imperial, whose eloquence
waos matchless, after he hud delivered his great ser-
mon on Mar's Iill, could couut only Dionysius
and Dumaris and one or two others as
the fruit of his eermen In  that 1dola-
trous oity, I know teo much of early
edacation, too much of religlous prejudice, to
suppose ihal the eMecta of the former or the power
of the latter.are to bLe obliterated in a day. The
gecond object 18 to anuounce a great gospel truth
in this clty, whnere it is denicd to argue a question
which, In it essentlal nature, 1s dlspated, and in
thas denlal the Holy Bible s claumed a8 authorlty.
1n other words, 1 stand here in the stropghold of
polygamy, where the great advocates of polygamy
are; where they can have the opportunity to refute
what 1 affirm 1f they can, and where, on my part, I
display what I trust 18 commendable Christlun cour-
age In' preaching my gospel to those who
do not bLelieve I1t. The third object 1s, that
1 desire to present to the Chorch and the
npation @& clear exposition of the doclrine
of monogamy, a8 taught In the Elble, and as
1t stands in sublime contradiction to the doctrine of
polygamy, which s tn this oity claimed to be a Bible
dootrine. The text contalns the truth 1 propose to
advocate, the question I design to discuss; and i
for your convenience I sum up the question and the
doctrine’ss tanght in the text In & loglcal proposl-
tion or qnestion, it 1s this—

DOES THB DIBLE BANCTION POLYGAMY? ¢
Tere In this city this gnestion lsamirmed, but here
on this platform 1 deny it; and In support of my
doctrine I propose to conslder nine proposiilons,
MARRIAGE DESIGNED TO DE MONOGAMOUS.
The first proposition 1s that marrlage, cstablished
by (ho Almighty in the time of man's Inno-
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questlon is, “Wbat 18 marriage?' Tie answer to
this questlon is fonnd In another guestion—''What
was the marciage of Adam awd Bver" Tbeir mar-
ringe belog the frst recorded;, and referred W LY
prophets, and Christ, and hle Aposties, it s but fale
to conclude that thal was the patiern marrlags for
all subsequent generations, In ofher words, lo that
murrlago wis the greal law of marvage to remain
in force while ime ghall last, and Le binding upon
all generatious of men and sl pations upon the face
of the globe. Ineonsulering marriage we ougnt to
glance at its destgn, its pature, 163 oblleations, Ita
essentint elements, Its rights anl e muviments.
The design of marriage 18 ihreefold—companion-
ghlp, procreaticn, prévention, Kre Eve had gazed

upon the rosy skies of Paradise or breathed its

balmy alr the Almignly Oreator haa sald, “It 18 oot
good that man should be alone; I will make him a
belp-meet for Mm." Thus, companionship takes
precedence; the soul 8 frst, the body comes second.
God locks to the social relations of His creatures, to
the union of spirits, to the beautiful companionship
that sliould characterize marriage, which grows out
of marriage, which 13 an esscatial of marriage,
whicl is (e crownlog glory of marriage; and where
there 1s no companlionsnlp there is no true mar
riage,

The second design 1a procreation. It pleasea the
Almighty Creator to adopt the plan of peopling the
earth by the ol:pring of one palr—one man
and one woman, Heace the c¢ommand, “Be
fruitful  and multiply and  replenish the
earth.’ And this same purpose was agaln made
manifest after the food, by God saving in thegark
elght persons—four men and four womeun—and unto
whom He gave the aame command that He had given
to Adam and Eve, “Be frutiful and multiply and re-
plenish the earth.” This, therefore, was s physleal
neceasity growing out of the constitution of nature,

Companionship Brat and offsprg second. It was
the design of marriage to prevent the indiscriminate
OF promiscucus lntercourss of the sexed; lo LIt wan
ubove Lthe brute, thut men and women should not,
like brates, intermix with each other promiscuously,
bul that each man shou'd have his own wile
each woman should bave her own husband,

Snch being the design, what Is the nature of mar-

riuget Muerriage 18 an lusiitution rather ihan a
law, It 18 astate rather thau an aci—someihing
that solnetning  that haa

18 formed, framed;
had foundatlon, sumetlunﬁ that  has  been
re something that bas Geen crowned, 1t is
more ﬁlan a0 aot—more than the act of capulation.
It 18 @ stato to-continue durlng the exlstence of the
?arues, unlegs tne tie of marriage 18 sunderad by
ho greal wransgression mentioned i the Bible, 1n
law 1t 18 called marrlage, In domesulciry 1618 called
atrimony, in companionsuip it 1s calied wediook—
locked together, the nnion of man and woman.

What ar2 the obligatlons of marringe? First,
duality—tue union of one man and one woman; or,
in other words, the exclusion of the third party.
Becondly, Indissolublencss—ihe marriage bands not
to be gundered except by death or iis equivalent,
adultery. ‘Ibirdly, reciprocity—the woman to re-
celve what she has given and the man to recelve
whnt he has imparted.

And what are tic essentlal elcmenta of marrlages ?
Firet, intention, There must be an lntsiligent, calm,
fixed Intention to euter into the state of wedloek.
‘This 18 tatellectual; and the inveliect should always
predominate ln tna Luoeﬂ:llon and the consummation
of marnage. Man's animal psssions snould be held
in subordination to the lnielleelunl and moral ele-
ments of bis pature, Becond, choice, There must
be a cholce or preferonce, & wise and intelligens
cholce on the part of the man of o Wwile,
and on the part of the woman of & hus
band. Thirdly, the mutual solemn accapt-
ance of each other and the divioe sanction
either directly or indlrectly of tho holy covenani.
God hroum Evo to Adam aad he accepred her and
ghe accepled him in the soleinn presence of Jehovah,
and God saM, “For thls cause shall a man leave
father and mother and cleave 0 lhia wife, and the
twain shall be one fesh.” From (me fm-
memorial marriage bas been celebrated by imposing
c¢eremonlcs, as, in early times, In the case of Isaao,
of Jacob, and of Bamson; and m later times in the
case of the wed ot Canaan of Galllee, where tlie
Lord Jeaus Clhrtst sell attended, and thus directly
gave Jhe Divine sanction to the union of one man to
one woman. It 18 said that marriage ceremonles
are of no real valoe, that the marriage rite 1s 4 mera
formality. 1 assert they are ns valuable to society
s lhe signing or seallng of bonds, wiils or deeds of
conveyanee are in the eyes of the law, by the general
consent of wankind, ‘Foe fourth esseutinl eement
15 mutual affection, recivrocity, the husband to love
the wife and the wife to love the husband. This 13
4 ducty which springs not only out ol the very nature
zp_\‘e lock, bul 3 unposed by Divine commond, The

th 1s cehabitatlon abd sexual commerce. This 13
botii a duty and & pleasure, enforced und protected
by inspired authority. It 13 the means cho:'aliln
ilie Creator for peopling uhe earth, and la wedloe
is & holy pleasure, Lastly, these two peraons—the
linsband and wilte—become ons fesh 1o domesilo
fortunes, and In the production ana trainlog of
chilldren. Domestle ilfe |s 8 mutual battle, and tha
husband and wife are t0 bo one against “the world,
the flesh and the devil.,” They ure to spare each
other's joys and sorrows to the very close of life,
There are mutual relations and duties to be observed
and Amrmrmad on the part of husband and wife and
on the part of parents and children. Authorlty and
obedlence, protection and gratitude and mutual
afeotion are the sum of domesitle dulies, ;

What are the rights of marrlage? Toe husband
has the right of autnority, He Iz the head of the
wife aud of the houseliold. He is tiue priest of the
family and tne appoluted execuatlve of God's law.
The wife has (he right or protection. Just as the
1vy entwinea the sturdy oak, “a thing of beauty,”
and “a Joy forever, seeking protection of the Fnud
old oak of a hundred years, 80 the wWoman cleaves
to the man, for he is her legal protector, appointed
lln‘v the Almighty and recognized by the civil law.
&.18 Lo provide for her *food, ralment and a dwell-
ing,"” and he wio will not protect the woman whom
he has swern attbe bridal aitar to protect Is un-
worthy of s wanhood, unwortdy of the divioe
image 1n which he was created. ‘Lhcse rights
be declined from cholce of cellbacy, but whon once
assumed they are perpetual and can cease only
when deat) epsues or adaltery is committed. y

But what are the mnniments of marriage? Thn
is, wha! ate the defences ol this exaited condition?
Firat, it innocency, The union of & mMAND Or WOMARD
1u wedlock 18 easenually holy, and when assomed
according to law {8 as pure as Eden. Second, it
honorableness. ‘‘Marrisge 13 honorable In all, and
the bed undedled, but wnoremongers and adalter-
era God will judge.,” ‘“I'hen come Lhe :anctions of
law; first the Divine aud then the buman. around
this hallowed lnstituilon that has come down Lo us
from the flowery groves of Eden God has
thrown the awlul sanctlons of Mount Sinal; and
Jesus, the Divine Teacuer, who spake aa never man
spake, re-gsiablisbed it in its purity, and threw
around (b the solemn sanctions of Divine legisla-
tlon. Then, subordinate to, but in harmony witi it,
comea human law, In every olvilized country vn
the face of the globe marrlage 1s not ouly recogulzed,
but 1a protected by law. Nexicomes the aminity of
the sexes, God has ordeloed in the very coustitu-
tlon of hamanlty that man wnl woman shall
nnturally aud mutually love @and desire
each other, The deslre 18 natural, mutual,
reciprocul; and these very alinities are
expressive of a law unwrillen, but as true as
the law of gravitation, and as vinding as the law
given on Mount Simal.  There ure Iew il any excep-
tons to that law. LasUy comes the providentisi
nomerical eguality of the sexes. AS If the Great
Creator would protect Lhis hallowed institntion
which He ounded in Eden, He has
ordered that there sball be an equal
fronortlon of malea and femaies In all eouulries,
t1s o great mystery to us how this proportion of
males and females |8 maintained.  Physlologlsts
have wever been enabled to discover the law by
which this equality Las been preserveld. Some re-
fer It to one thing and some tu snother. I care not
what nypothesls any oue may bave, it 18 & great fact
which stands out tu hold reilef, and has never been
successfully contradicied and disproved. As no law
has yet been discoverad by which the effect 1s pro.
duced, we gscribe it to the immediale operatiocs of
God and consider It oue of His reserved rights,

Such {8 & clear, unvarnighed statement and e
gition of the first marriage asinstitoted Ly God 1n
Eden, embraclng therein the design, the nature, the
obligations, the eastptial elemenis, the rights and
the muniments of warriage. And of such wedlock,
and of such only, can it be eawd of the persons
therein united, “\\hut. therefore, God hath jolned
together 1et no man put asunder.” And this is the
ongy Jaw of marriage given in the Bible,”

ut against this view of marviage the Mormons
bring two objections:—First, If monogamy, or the
unlon of ond man sod one woman in wedlock, Is to
be inferred from the cieation of Adam and Eve,
therefors it 18 falr to Infer tnat all subsequent hus-
baods are Lo be created out of the dust of the earth
because Adam was 0 creuted, and all subsequent
wives are 1o be formed out of a rib becaunse Eve was
80 formed; thae ase they were al irst nuked and
afterwards clothed with skins, therefore we are
eithier to go-naked or be clothed with skine; that
because Lhoy were pulinto s garden and driven out
of a gonden, therefore we must be treated in the
game Wway. Uur answer Lo this objection is that
these facts are the accldents of the creation and the
fall, and are neither the accldenta nor the essentlals
of the fMrst marriage; oand 1t 18 assumed
that monogamy can D00 more be |oferred
from the creatlon of Adam and Eve than
the munogamy of bratea can be inferred
from the fact that God created ‘“aoimals
In pairs.” But animals are ot social beinga, That
which 18 easenual to marriage caunot be predicated
of them. 1 lmve no objection to un aptmal rising
up to me, but I have a serious objection to my going
down to auenimal. The waiea of the brutes neg-
lecl their young; vhereiore—now mark the logic—
tuerefore slall fathers follow their example aod
neglect thelr chilldrent The bull does not stlek to
one cow—mark the logls—therefore a man should
not stick to one woman. Tinerefore, 1 say—mark
the logic—the bulls are all polygamists. (Langhter
and applause.) Such 18 the logical conclusion (rom
the crention of animals ln pairs. The other oYjec-
tion 14 that the expression “*And they shall be one
gesh,” does not naply monogamy, for It 18 gen-
erally true of the unloo o man may have with seve.
ril women. My answer to tuis objeoslon l}n that
wherever this ‘expression ,ocours in the hle 1t
siways meaus wediock and the ualon of but
one man aod oue woman In such wealock, As a
preliminary, one lact should be stated—namely,
that In the Vulgate Latin, tu the Septuagiot, In tiae

cency, 18 monogamous—ihe union in  wed-
lock of one mau and one woman, The material |

Syriac, in the Arable and (n the Samaritan the word
viwe ' s used. No let s take ie Soriplure pas-

—
#agzes in which these celahrated words ogour. flen
i Uy B sl nte deh? Mitor:
y =¥ Iy one ark, x,
o neihy i s w B i
N A WO one desh.,” L Corig-
thilans, vi,, 18—"For two, satth Mo, shall he one
flesh." A referonce 1o each of these Lexts willsus.
taln the assertion that in each Instance the expres-
Blon 18 expresaive of wedlock, No amount of skill
or doxtarily of “piay on words" will be sulficient to
dostroy the fores of the word “twaln,” or “Iwo," as
used by the Holy Ghost. To say thab afler marrlage
the Lo persons are two persons is ke saylng that
twice one make two, Itid not sald two shall
bo “one person," tut *“oue fesh"—exclusively ex-
Pmuive ol the common fortunes lueident o wed-
0ok und the act of gopulatiun 1 the procreation of
chlldren. .
But 1t 13 objected—now mark o}yw—m: it “one
#euli‘ H exclusively ex ve of wedlock then Bt.
wal Riirms thet sexusl commerce with a harlot is
marriage. For argument I acoept the cenclusion,
aud afirm that the apoatle 80 slated. 'l.'ha'punmln
uescion 8 in I Cerinthlaus, vl, 18, 17—*“What |
ow be not that he which I8 joined s harlot 1s
one body; for two, ssith He, shaii be one flesh. Hul
hnlgull'}nmul to the Lord is onesplirit.' Now
what are the facis? The apostic I3 here sho the
Iatlon of the believer to Christ. And this re-
Ll under the figure oI marriage.
) of ure is to show that the bellever
becomes one with Uhrist, or, as 13 exgruml In the
context, ‘'a member of Christ's body.” Now, the ob-
ject of Paul 1s to demonstrate to. the Corintnian
Christians that Mol.lwrlb fornicatera and adulterers
cannot be members of Christ’s body; and in proof
of this the apostie asseris *The body I1s nol for
fornloation, but for the Lord, and the Lord for
the M CKuow  ye  not” he asked,
“thiat your boales ure the members of Ohrist "' And
to enforce this Idea if possible sull more strongly e
chal the form of expression and saya “ile that
1s Jolued unto the Lord 1s one spint,” And now, Lo
dissuade the Corinchian Lellevers from nssoclation
with Torolcators, adullerers and ldolators, he re-
minds them that by such sssoclations the{b me
oue with them, and tils dissuasion 18 enforced by
the consideration that a man whe morriea a hariot
mes identical with her, or, as the ﬂwm.le BAys,
*‘one Nesh,’”  And that the expression ‘'one flesh'' ia
pradicated of marrlage 1s cloar from the fact that
the term used to ludicate thé bellever's apiritual res
lution to Christ, elrewhere called mavringe, 18 the
exact terin uaed to oxpress the relatlon to & harclot
00 & nan who marries a havlod

POLYGAMY A VIOLATION OF MARBIAOR.

Now we are prepared for our second proposition—
nawely, that polyganty i3 & viclation ol the Institu-
tion of murriage as origlnully established by the
Almighty at the time of man's innovency, and subac-
guently defllned in His word in the following
particulars:—First, 1t violates the design of mar-
riage by modifying the nataral measare of capa-
city for companionship and procreation between
toe partiea. Tho patural measure of capaclly 13
that which suuvsista peiween one palr only—one
mule and one female. Tis 18 disturbed and dis-
otdered by polygamy. Mankind are not mere aul-
mals; they are llkewlse soclai, rational, lmmortal
beings, Marriage 18 Dot the more gratltication of
sulmal propensities. Men are nob to treat woluoen
85 buils and rams and he-gowls breat the herd or
the dock. Ths i3 prostituuon, sod polygamy is or-

lzed whoredom, baprized into the name ol re-

igion. Polygamy violates a ph)siological law.
Where it prevails there 18 a preponderance of one
gex over vhe other. Bome suthoritles say males,
other authorities suy femnales, It matters not, the
fact 18 admjated; therefores, yulygs:mr tends to toe
deatruction  of the race. econd,  Polygamy
I8 an institution of man, sabstituted for law-
ful wedlock upon the = pretext of Its belng
arentady for the social evil.” It 18 ltself “uhe
goclal evil' nnder anothey nama. God never cstab-
lishied It. It is the criminal device of a cortupt and
fallen nature, one of the bitter frulta of hwinan apos.
tacy, and to be clugsed with slavery and wlolatry as
highly dishonoving twoward God naod deeply Io-
jurious 1o man. In 1its ver nawmra It
18 a state of mantal = defllement and
conjugal concuplscenca. In other words, Li is o cuii-
dition of promiscuons bastiality on the part of the
man and of shaweiul degradation ou the part of
the woman. Aund 50 1t 18 essentially & vioiption of
the lawiul iostitutlon aod natoral State of matris
mony. In all polygamic countries divorce 18 fre-

uent. Polygamy and divorce go hand in haud;
thoy are twin daughte:s of tus evil one. Third, It {s
clearly violative 031 l‘na obligations of marriage

when once assumed, 1t [ tredkon to the marrlage
bed, When s man and woman Lecome by marriage
‘one flesh'’ they have cach a right to claim the other
in the marriage bed to the exclusion of any third
party. A man foand in the bed of any sccond
wowan daring the Uletune of s only lawlul wedde
Wide 13 an aduiterer or fornlcasor. No preieace of
marriage can be an excuse, for marriage in ity
ngatful sease 18 Impossible nader such clreum-
srances. Fourth, It i8 equally violative of Lthe essen-
tinls o marrioge. It is divisive of the intaition and
cholce necessary; 1t destroys the integrity of mutual
Afdcction necessary and disregards the exclusiye re-
quirecent of one wan fur one woman, aud vice
versd, 1t 13 a breach of the marrlage covenant; It
1% 4 mockery of the form and wanting wuolilly 1o the
subsiance and spirit of the Divine sunctiod, It s
entirely of buman devisement and a palpable usur-
patio mm*w ke lawlul that wileh God has
ot established, and which 18 in direct opposition
o that whoich He has established duny; enrroach-
Ing on the Divine prerogativé h'npu.Prln th
welfave of human #ociety, ln going beyond th

natural and proper himitation of vng man for :&E
woman it Lmpalrs the powers of cohabiiation
sexual cunwerce, confuses the muolual sud respec-
tive daties and reintlons of husband and wife, and
defeals the highest ideal of matrimony and the
family In the educatiun of children and in the en-
counter of lfe's viclsaitudes, Futh, It violates the
righta of :nan'w?e Ly unduly lucreasiug the right
of authority in the husband, and in the same pro-
?ortiun tmpatring or denylng the rights ol prolec-
lon lu the wife., Sixil. L& casts down all the munt-
wents of marriage. For Innocencs, 1L gives detfile-
ment; for honor, 1t gives degradation. It roba the
marriage state of ail protection of law, human and
divine; or, rather, by corrupting and destroyug the
warriage slate, leaves such parties as may be gullty
o}gt not only without the protection but exposed to
the penalty of every:justlaw, both of God and man,
with respect to it. It 1S a denial ol the lnspired doe-
triuc of marriags, an abuse of the ampiy of the
pexes, and an outrage on their approximate nome-
rinl equality. It is, thercfore, in every pownt of
view, evu and only ¢vil, and that continually, Thus
we unhesitatingly declars that the institution of po-
Iygamy 13 violative of the institution of marriage us
eatablisied by the Almiguty in the times of wan's
tnnoceéncy, and handed down to us by the prophets,
by Jesus Onrist, and by the noly apostles,

Now we are prepared for our taird proposition,
wiiich is that

- POLYGAMY 18 ADULTERY.

What 12 adultery? As aduliery 18 distinguished In
Scripture from whoredom and forntcation, 1t s
proper to ascertaln the exact meaning of these words
a8 used by the sacred wrlters. The word translated
whoredowm 18 from the Hebrew root zanak and the
Greek posnela, and means poliutlon, defllement,
lewness, prostitution, sund ln common pariance
whuredom 1s the prostitution of the persom for
gain, The word transiated fornicatlon Is from the
same Hebrew root zanak, uod in gemeral signi-
fes orimingal sexual intercourse without the
formaitied of marrlage. In  Beripture v 18
taken for—first, the sin of impurity com-
mitted between unmarried persons. I Qurinthlans,
¥il, 2. “Nevertheiess, to avold fornication, let every
man dave his own wue, and let every woman Dave
ler own husband." Exodus, xxil., 18, *If a man
entioe a maid that is net betrotbed, and lie with her,
lie shall surely endow her to be his wife." Becond—
It is taken for the sin of adultery wien one or both
of the persons are marvled.  Matthew, v,, 82, * But
I say uuto you, that whosoever shall put away hia
wile sav.ng for the ceuse of torolestion, causeth her
to commit adultery: and whoscever shall marry her
that I3 divorved conumivteth aduoltery.” Third—
‘I'ne 8ln of nceat. L Corinthians, v., 1. *1t i3 com-
monly reported that there 1s fornication aumong you,
and soch fornlcallon as 18 not 80 much as named
among the Gentiles that one should have hils father's
wife,” “Adultery’ 15 a transiation of the Hebrew
word naaph and the GreeX rnofcheia, aud is tho
criminal intercourse of a4 married woman with
any other man than her hiiaband, or of & married
man with any other woman than his wife, This 14
ludicated by Lhe philologica. Blgnificance of the term
adulterate, which 1s compounded of two words ad, to,
and alter, another—mneaning to another; as the mix-
ture of pure and impure lquors, or of an alloy with
pure metal. Lev., Xx., 10, “And the man that com-
mitteth adultery with another man’s wile, even he
that committern adultery with his n2ighbor'a wife,
tho aduaiterer and the adultercss snall surely be put
to death.,” Prov., vi, 8% “But whoso commiliteth
adultery with a woman, lacketh understanding; bhe
that doeth it destroyeth his own soul." Adulterer
is from the IHebrew naaph, and from the Greek
molchos, which mean a8 above, The material ques-
tien to be setuled is, 'Is the Hebrew word naaph,
and the Greek word moilchos or rmoicheie confined 1n
significance Lo oriminal eexnal intercourse between
a man married or uomarried with & married
woman ' This 1s the theory of the Morinon

ts, but 1 joln 18sue with them
and assert that the Seriptures teach that adultery
13 comwitted by & married man who lLas sexual
intercoursé with a wowan other than his wife,
whether the saia woman 1s married or unmarried,
It i8 conceded that he 1s an adulterer who has car-
nal conuection with A woman married or betrothed,
Thua far we agree. Now can 1 be proved that the
sin of adultery 18 committed by 4 married man
having caroal conmection with & woman who 1a
nejther married nor betrothed? Thls 1s the point,
To pirove this point are offered the following argu-
ments:—Flvst, the Hebrew word nasph, transla
in the sevenill commandment adultery, does (nolude
nll criminal sexual Intercourse, It isa generic term
and the whole includes the parts, 1t (s iike the word
“kiil," 1o the sixth commandment, which lncludes
all those passions and emwotlons of the human soul
which lead Lo marder, such as Jealonsy, envy, malice,
hatred, revenge. BHo this word ndaph includes
whoredom, tornication, adultery, and even salaclal
luat, tt,, v, 27-20, Second, the terms pdultery
amd fornicatlon are used Interchangeably by our
Lord, and mean the same thing. A married
woman'a copulating with a man other than
lLier husband I3 ndmitted to be adajtery, but Christ
calls the ace fornicatlon. Matihew, v,, 32: Romans,
vil,, 23; I Oorlntuians, vil., 1-4. Phird, the carnal
connection of & man with an unmarried woman 183
positively declared aduitery. In Job, xxiv., 15-21,
it {s expressly sald that the aduiterer commits his
“erime with the barren and the widow. *The eye
also of the adaltorer walteth for the twillght, asy-
lug, no eye shall see me; and disgulseth his fuce. In
the dark they dig through houses which they had
marked for themselves 1o tno day time; they know
not the light, for tie morning 13 to them even as the
shadow of death; If one knew them they are In the
terrors of the shadow of death. He |8 swift us the
waters; thelr portlon 18 cursed In the earth; he be-
lLioldetli not tho way of the vineyards, Drought and

Leab cousume the suuw waterd, 50 doth the grave

[

those which had sinned, The womb shall forget
lfm, the wormes shall fesd aweetly on him; he shali be
uoors remembered, and wickadness shull be broken
Doaret not, :I:i?uthmu o i idow."
u o wWidow.
Almanah, widow, Andin l'lmw%, it 1a tanght
the adulterer commita his sln with the whore Jizueh,
“Hut draw near nither ye sons of the sorcercss, the
sood of the adulterer pnd the whore." Therefore I

lud2 that (rom the sevenin commandment, (rom
the common m of adnitery and fornie s
given by Christ, sud from Job and , that the

mareled man who copulutes with an unmarried
woman s an adulterer, For If the man who
(0] 8 with o single woman 18 oniy a fornk
cator, and o single man who cohabits with a mar-
ried woinun is an idulterer, then this is o distinotion
without @ alrerencs, and it 18 without sauction
gither 1o reason or Scripture,

But it may be asked, “I this 18 8o, why then does
tho Mosalc Iaw mention the married woman andnot
the unmarried wmm:}r We deny that such o dis
tinctipn 1s' made. e do adunt, however, that
special  penaltica wera denounced aga
Buch & conuncction with & married wonian
butfor special reasons. What Bre (11086 reaso:st

llﬂllgﬂ Was to presorve the genealogy, parent-
age and birth of Christ from intérruption and con-
fuston which was in imminent danger when ntér-
counrse with & married woman was had by & man
other thau :ur hiusband, but no soch danger conld

arise (rom
unmarried woran, The latter act was & 8in againss
the Divine law; the former aot was a sin t the
Divine law and & olvil law. tewpo-
rary civil law was Lo prevent coutingency of pol-
luting & Oescent, of turning aside an InheritAnce
and of lm; upon & man a child which did not
belong to him. Tius form of adultery was considered
& greal suolal wrong nsk which Boclely protocted
itsell by severer penalties than from an unchase act
not involving the same contingencles. But now the
object ol wnose special clvil laws having ceased,
Clirlst having como, they are no longer of binding
force, and now botn the man and the woman guil
of adultery are amenable to the Divine law, and bot
are equnily condelnned by Christ,

Bu. I & married man's copulating with an unmar-
ried woman 14 adnltery then all the patrizrcehs were
adulierers, because they were polyggmists—uol gll
of them, for all of them were no: gamisis, and
thoss who were and were thua gulity repented and
forsook thelr eln years before thelr death,  Abraham
dismissed Magar, Jacod had chivirer of ouly one
wife—Rachel—ualtor s conversion, Joacob lved 147
i‘]o'.m!. all told—eighty-dve of whick -he lived Lefore

@ becamme @ polygamist; tweniy-two of which he
lived tu polygamy; furty of which he lived after he
abandoned polygamy; so that oat of the 147 years of
his life there were 148 yeara durinﬁ witloh 'he was
not g polvgamist. David put away all his wives elght

ears before lils death, These men were not exposed

o temporal death because they took unmarried
womeuy, and all but Bolomon abandoned polygamy,
and, in the opinton of Adam Clark, he was probably
1o8t, It is8 true Guleon is mencloned by St Paul in
Hebrew, xl., n2 among those who died in the falth;
but the case of Gldeon proyes 100 much, as he was an
1dolator, If the Scriptares are sllent as to his hay-
fug wbandoued polygamy 80 they ure sllentas 1o
s haviug abandoned luolatry, Thersfore the case
of Gideon provea nothing for the eause of the poly-
fgamista, The laevitzble concdusion from all these
phliclogical, historlical and legal facts is that poly-
gawmy 18 aduitery.

THH BCRIPTURES DO NOT APPROVE POLYVGAMY,

Now we pass to onr fourth argument or propo-
gltion—namely, that theve [ no passage of Seriplure
correctly {pterpreted which sactlons polygamy.
What are the passages which are usually quoted?
SAN I aman uuuil sell his duughter to be o mald
servant she siall not go out us the man servants do,
If sue please not her master, who hath betrothed
lrer 10 mlmself, then shall pe let her be redeemod;
to sell her vnto a strange nation he shall have
no power, seéemng that he hath dealt deceitfully
with her. And if he have betrothed her unto his
gon e shall deal with her after the manner of
uuui;lnlers. And if e take mm anothar wlie her
food, her ralment and her duty ol marriage shall ho
not diminish, And it he do not these thres unto
her then siiall she go out free withoat money,” The
signiticant points m this passage are thet & Jewish
futher 10 destiiule cirowmstances was parmitied to
appreatice his dangnter for a glven term of years
and for o pecuniary conslderation; butl around these
privileges extended to the Tather were certain legal
guurds:—'rual. he could not n&prenllu hlg daugliter

eyond o term of six years; that she should be free
at the expiration of that term, or sooner \f her master
dled, or if the year of jubiles had oome. The man
to w}mm ANe Was apprentioed Was to marry her or
his son was to take lier to wile, Those are the [acta,
‘What 18 the use wade of this passage by the polyga-
mista? The emphatic word, In thelf estlmatlon,
is “if he take him anotner wile.” But the term
Viyl{g' 18 nelther in the Hebrew nor in the Greck.
The expression is stmply this, *if he take another,'
or ‘4 he betroth anotber;"” for npla word is here
sald about marriage. *'Botrothal” with the Jews
means what “engagemont'' does with us. A mar-
rlage has not bzen consummated. The young man i3
engaged to the young lady and the young lady to the
youug man; but betore the consummation, o the
young man ehanges his mind and prefers “an-
other''—not another *wife,” buat anotlier *betroth-
ed,"—then shall he do certain things,namely he shall
secare to the girl he bad thus wronged her food, her
raimeut and her dwelling, That i God's opinion of
the meanness of & man who wiil break Lis marrlage
VOWE,

Again, It 13 guppozed that Exodus xxii,, 18, 17—
“And if o man entice a mala that is not betrolbed
and lle with her le ehall surely endow her to be luis
wife. I bher father utterly refuse to give her uuto
bhim he shall pay money according to the dowry of
vl " And Deuteronomy xxii., 29, 20—*“If & man

find a dams:] that 18 a virgin which {8 not betrothed
and lay bold on her and lie with her, and they be
found, then the man that iay with her sball give

unto the damsel’s father ffty shekels of sllver and

she shall be his wife; becaus: he baith humbled has

he may not put der away ail his days." It 13 sup-

posed that these passages support pol yﬁnm; Ly sup-
posing that the seducer was s married man. But
the supposition I8 not well founded, These laws are
either gubordinate to Lhe frat law of marriage or
they are not. That they do not supersede
that law 18 evident from the fact that both

churist and Bt. TPaul appeal to that law as
stlll DbInding upon mankind. If, them, they
are subordinate LDen they are Tary enactments,

and hence no longer in foree, It 1s a sound maxim
in jnrlsgmﬁance that special laws shoula be inter-
préted by general laws, Laws must harmonize one
with another, So It could be proved that these
two laws 1ucloded married men, but belng incon-
mistent with the original marriage they have passed
away with the other temporary laws of the Jews.
But the practice of the modern Jews is to the polnt
a8 fllustrative of the true intent of these enactments.
I'ne Jewa ol gur day oblige a single man, if he vio-
lates & virgin, to marry ler; but if a married man,
to maintain her. These laws, therefore, refer to
single men (o thelr obligation Lo marry and to mar-
ried men in their obligations to pay the forfelture 1n
mouey. It [8a tremendoas fact that the father of
the debauched dams:l conld reiuse to give his
danghter {n marm%e to her seducer, If, therefore,
gexual intercourse hetween & married man and an
unmarried woman I8 marriage, the father had the
legal right to annul God's law of marriage, Po-
lygmulﬂ 13 or s not commanded by Moses, 11t 18
then the modern Jew (as above) disoheys Moses, fig
gtl :?Jm' then polygamy Is not bindiogon Jew or
entile.

The polygamiste also quote Deuteronomy XXV.,
B6-10—*If brethren dwell together, and one of them
die, and have no chlld, the wife of the dead shall not
murry wilbout unto o stranger; her husband’s
brother shall go In unto her, and take her to hiin to
wife and periorm the duty of a hustand's brother
unto her. And 1t shall be that the first born which
she beareth shall succesd In the name of his brother
which I8 dead, that his name shall not be put out of
Israel. And If the man llke not to take his brother's
wife then let his brother's wife go up to the gate
unto the elders and say, ‘My busband’s brother re-
fuseth to ralse up unto his brother a name in lsrael, he
will not perform the duty of miy huosband's brother.?
Then the elders of his eity shall call him and speak
uuto him, and il he stand to 15, and say ‘L like not
to take her,” then shall his brother’s wife come
unto him in the presence of the elders und logse his
shoe froi off his foot and sg:t in his face, and shall
answer and say, ‘3o shall [t doue unto that man
thut will not build up his brotner's house.” And his
name shall be called In Israel the house of him that
hath his shoe lovsed.”

This 1a ed as B sirong proof-text by the ?o-
lygamists, @ object of this law is to secure the
nights of primogeniture; in other words, to perpetu.
ate ancesiral names and ancestral inheritances.
Now, we afirm that this law was not binding upon
a married man, and there 18 no instance in the Blble
where such & marriage was Eerformd by & married
man. For instance, take the case of Tamar, The
sons of Judah were not marrled because of their
youth; um! were too young to have been mariied.
So also take the case of Ruth., Ruth, you know,
lost her husband, and she clajmed Boas, being &
kinsman of her dead husband, to be her husband.
He consents upon one condition—namely, that &
still nearer kinsman declines to marry her. Boaz
wis & httle shrewd, and slmﬁlmked if he would
redeem the Inheritance of Mahlon, Ruth'a former
husband. He proposes to do It, and he goes to
the pearer Einsman and gays, ‘“But you must
also take Ruth, the widow, to be your wife,” The
kinsman replies, *I cannot redeem It lest I mar
mine own inheritance.”” The stmple truth is that
one wie and one inneritance s suficient for one
man. Toatthis 18 the true Interpretation is clear,
from the ract that Josephus says that he, the kins-
man, had & wife and children aiready, #nd he as
slgns this as the reason why he did not marry the
beautifal Ruth.

The next passage to which I will call your atten-
tion is in Leut, xxi., 16-17:—*Il a man have two
wives, obe beloved and another hated, ana they have
borne blm children, both the oeloved and the hated}
and if the firat-born son be hers that was hated;
then it anall be when he maketh his sons to inheris
that which he hath, that be may not make the son
of the beloved first-born before the son of the hiated,
which {8 lodeed the first-born. But he shall ac-
knowledge the son of the hated for the first-Lorn

Iving him & double portion of all that he hatn;
f le 18 tbhe begluning of his strength; the right
of the firstborm s his.” Now What does
this suppose—"if & man have two wives?' It s
fsserted that this implies that he has them sfmulta-
neously. I affirm tiiat it does not imply this, but
that he might have had them in successlon, and
the law appites as loglcally and as truly. For in-
stance, & man i8 married, his wite dies, he marries
agiln; the second wife le loves better than the
first—and I belleve that 18 the general rule here,
more love for the lnst wife. (Langhter and applause.)
He nas children by both, and 8 shrewd wowan hav-
ing children, being a step-mother and a natural
mother, would very naturally use her infuence %o
fnduce her husband to confer special m%ﬂ: tavora
upen her children in preference to U lldren of
the former wile. Now Moses saya yomn shall not do
that, If a man has married two ‘wives and has

ohildren by Lot e aball ot pul pialde tho rights of

he intercourse of & marrled man with an

Inheritance wiich be‘[nﬁ to the frsi-
question 14 {‘lnd it cvines 10 wi In the
objection) that the tera 18 not

“If he oaa"
tense ls intended, For h
13 sald:—"If 3 manor w have a plague upon the
head or peard,' Lhe meaning of whmn'ﬁ i he or
ghe “'shall have," for in-verso 2 aald ““whon n
man shall bave in the skin of his feah & mgx. "
that 18 ab poy future time, e shall do as 1s ordaned (o
the law of leprosy, kod thas law linpiles the m;:-

rence of vhe dlsease, 'ﬂﬁn impiles llll'mt:mmi.m .:
AUPPOSO tho meaning 0 passage VAL
mﬂ:m time, this cannot be construed a0-
cepied rules of interpretation Inty & sANCLIO!

n -

y, for 11 12 a8 if Moses had sald:—*If, in view of

e gmﬂuenoe of polygamy, & Jew shall 80 [ar lml::
and God's law of monogamy 88 £0 &

time, therelore this ahall not

wo ab ton Iaw of primogeniture, tl
St bota B8 1 nun:‘&hy b6 oncated out of his
righta." In Ex, d:—*If a mon shall

¥é oxen for sa ox, and four

[ ]
sénses will olalm this ls

-y o T T stealing,

{ and s spnction for ghee)

t the ous Mﬂlﬂd! H:. 1avor of poly-
slnhr la Inatah 26, 26, ana lv,, 1:i—*Thy men
shall fall by the & aud thy mighty in the war.
%ﬁgﬁﬁoﬁ‘é" Nail Bt dpon i mmﬁﬁ"‘m 4

e e
that day unn’womum take of oné man,

saying, We will eat our own and wear
-own apparel; only ‘let us be called by thy name 10
Lake awWay our reproach.” Now whatare faots
This passage 18 quoted time and time again by the
Mornions, as dem-tguvo of the millenial—that E‘M
“tgood l.l.&n coming”—when s man van haye all the
women wants, because p greal many men have
laughtored.. When I ‘waa going to Mount
Binal I askea my Arab cook to f“'" me & deseription
of his paradise. He told me of fws golden strecis, its
rivers of milk and honey and wine, and closed by
saying, *Ah, Effendl, I shail have 76,000 wives when
Igetthere." (Laughter.) But what are the fagta? The
prophet here describes the slaugiter of God's ene-
inles, those aposiate Jews, wiio imd 50 [ar [0
God ns to go afier oter i and God slew them;
80 1t fndicates the utter ter of those ldolatera,
He indicates (bat 8o greal would bethe sluughter
thal shere would be Beven wumoen o every man,
Do you think that this mere siatoment, that “seven
women shall lay hold of one man,” 18 4 sanetlon of
polygamy ¥ 1If youdo, then 1 pomt you to Islniah
XUk, 10:—*Their ¢lhitldren also shall be dashed to
pleces hofore their eyes, thelr houses shali be spolled
and thalr wives ravished." Now take these (wo
&?uecia& One 18 a prediction of the overthrow of
'8 enemies; the other 18 a predietion of the over-
tbrow of Babylon. God Almighty, in His {nfntie
love, cen never sancilon the dashing to ploces of
children aud the ravishing of wives; but, looking
inio the future, the rprophet predicts that, in the
overthrow of Babyion, such shall be the Tury of the
foa that the children shall be dashed to piecesand
tue evil mentloned ghall fall upon the Wowen.
great slaughter is to come upon the men, and the
number of mien I8 to be dliminished, and, conse-
guently, the relative pumber of women 18 1o be (n-
creased, But, now, mark the cause of this tremendous
overtirow of God's foes. Then comes the cstablish-
ment of the klugdom of the Lord Jesus Qhrist in
the world. And wherever Clirlstisulfy has gone
tiers monogamy has %mrnusd. It hus smitten the
idol nulogan'.f' upon the fest, and the idol has top-
plcd 1o the fu l'; and to-day, where Cnristlaniry 18
reached and Y‘rmnued in I8 purity, there mars|
wonogamy 18 regarded as tho most blessod, most
fellellous form of marriage under the heavens. So
much for this pa e, 1t may be known to you that
the division of the blble into chapte:s aud verses 8
& human device, Frequently tiie man who thuos
divided the Bible took the lasl veran of the preced-
1og chapier and with that commenced the following
chapter. This s the case In the present istunce, as
alllrmed by the best Bibiical scholars, 1 subimt
this wstatement to the best critic in the world,
whether he be minister, lawyer, priest or prophet.
This yerse then belongs to the preceding cliapter;
and then comes a pew chapter and o new subject—
namalf. the establlsiment of the kingdom of the
Lord Jesus Charist.

But with greater trimmph the abettors of polyga-
my quote Levitcus xviil, 18:—*Neither shalt thou
take g wife Lo her slster, to vex her, to uncover her
nakedness, besides the other in her lirethne.™ It 18
an acceped canon of interpretation that the scope
of the law must be consldered In determining the
sense of any portlon of the law; and (t Is equally
binding upon us to ascertain the mind of the 1l
lator from the preface of the law, when such co
18 given. The Arst tve verses of this chapier are
prefatory, and in the third verse it Is stated—*'Alier
the dolugs of the land of Bg:rgt. wherein ye dwell,
ye shall not do; and after the doluga of the land of
Canaan, whither I bLring you, susll ye not do;
neither shall ye walk in thelr ordinances."” What
were thelr ordinances? Doth the Egyplians and the
Canaanites practised incest, adultery, smomz. Idula-
try aud polygamy, From verse six to versd soven-
teen inclusive the iaw of cousangulnity fs lald
down and the blood relationships are deflned,
within the 1imits of which persons are forbidden to
marry. Bul in verse elghteen the law against Pour-
my 18 glven:—Neither shalt thou tike a wif. fo
ler sigter;” or aa the marginal reading s, “Thou
shalt not take gne XLLS to another.” Aud this rea-
d‘erlng I8 #ustalne Uookson, dishop Jewel, Dr,
Edwards and vr, Dwight. Aceording to Dr. Edwards
the words which we transinte *‘a wife to her sister”
are found in tne Hebrew but elght times, In each pas-
sage they refler to inanlmate objects, such as the wu,upu
of the cherublm, tenons, mortices, &c., and eignify
coupling together one to aunother, They denotgthe
exacl likeness of one thing to anoiher, Aud h uT-
bid, a3 the maxgin expresses it, the taking of one
wile to another during her lifetime, And tie reason
asalgned for this lpmlubl:lon of o plurality or wives
1s natuml[. logical and merciful—because It wouid
“yox her"—prove the cause of iInnumerable jealousies
and contention. The hiztory of polygamons mmlng:.
1s the history of (amily brolls and domestic calamities,
From Lamech te Jacob, from Jacoh to bavid, from
David to Solomon, and in subseguent times, the vlo-
lation of this divine law has been attended by
Buch evils. Butit 1s sald that If this passage does
not prohiblt 8 man marrylng two slstecs at the same
time, then such n marriage 18 nowhere else In the
Bible pronouncei incestuous. To which I reply that
such & marriage ia forbldden by consequence and
analog. As for example:—Where It 18 prohibited
that the son shall not marry his mother (Leviticus
Xvill, 7, it follows thst the daughter shall not
marry her father. Yet it 18 not so eapeclnnty stated.
It 13 forbidden in verse l4—“Though shalt not un-
cover the nakedness of thy father’s brother.” So I
infer & mother's Lrother, though it 18 not g0 atated.
Now In verse 15 it 18 sald:—*'Thou shalt not uncover
the nakedness of thy brother’s wife,” So | inferthat
& man shall not uncover the nakedness of s wile's
glater—that 1s, If two brothers shall not take the
same woman then two women shall not take the
same man. For between one man and two slsters
and one woman and two brothersis the same de-

ree of proximity, and therefore both are forbldden
¥ the law of God. Furthermore, If the marrlage of
& wan and two sisters 18 here forhidden, which 18 In-
dlsputable, then verse 18, according o Mormon in-
terpretation, 13 & mere repetition of the law,
More than this. If, for argument, we conceds it
means two lieral slsters, yet that proluibition
{s not a permission for & man to tuke (wo wives
who are not sisters; for all sound Jurists will agree
that o prohibition 18 one thing and a permigsion 18
another. Nay more, the Mormons do or do not re-
celve the law of Moses a8 ovinding, That they do
not I8 clear {rom thelr own practice, For Instancs,
in Lev. xX., 14, 1t 18 sald, *If & man take n wife and
her mother it 18 wilckedness; they shall be burnt
with fire both he and they.” Yet Mr, John Hyde, Jr.,
in_bis work called * Mormonlsi,” page 56, states
that a Mr. F. Bollon married 8 woman and her
daughter, and a Oaptaln Brown married 8 woman
and her two daughters, And there are other cases
in tre Territory of the same kind, More than thia :
the Mormons say that Lev, xviil., 18, prohibita
aman from marrylng two aisters, Yet Mr. li{vda n-
forms us that a Mr. Davia marrled three sisters
that a Mr, Shnrkei'muiad the same number, an
that Mr, Brigham Young advises that & man intend-
iug to marry two sisters should marry them on the
Bame ﬁ'l{' ‘for that will gr“ent quarrelling about
who is first-or second.’”” (Page 56.)

Now, do the Mormons obey or disobey the law of
Moses} 1fthey do not, as I8 clear from the above
clted facts, what confidence can we have in their
claim that becanse Moses sanctions thelr system of
{lol!nm! therefore they practice ftt More than
his, If it here means Two Iteral sisters, and
whereas Jacob marrled iwo sist and wherecas,
according to Mormon dootrine, God worked o
miracle on Leah and RHachel that they might
have children, and whereas Iy'cm say taat satd
miracle was an 8| Enrovai of polygamy, 80 also wis
it an approval o cest. If the Mormons say God
did not ress disapproval of Jacot’s having two
wives, néither did He express disapproval of his
IAarr, two ulsters, therefore the Divine stlence imn
the one Case 1s tho ofBet to the Divine silence 1o
ihe other case.

thgi?' we come to the fifth proposition—namely,

THE SCRIPTURBS POSITIVELY CONDEMN POLYOAMY,
Our first argument s drawn from the first mar-
rlage. ‘*‘Therefore shall a man leave s father
and hils mother and shall cleave unto his wife, and
they shall be one flesh.” What are the objections to
this pnssage? First, 1itis ed that if we are to
fer monogamy from the creatlon of one man and
0ne Woman 8o are we to infer that all subsequent
marriages are 10 bo between brothers and sisters,
because thgrhmeumanmmm ‘rl Adsm and Eve
married. 18 argument would have some force
were It not for one sublime fact—namely, that 1n
the first mna 8 Wwiad God's law of malr-
e, and that law s referied to by Malachi
and by Chriat and Iﬁ the atlo Paul; but nowhere
do you find an allusion obligalory that all subse-
queat marrl are to be conflned to brothers and
Blaters, More than this. It 18 asserted that 1f the fact
of the creatlon of ope man and ono Woman
Ve monogamy, then ihe faet that the
mmediale sons ol Adam marred their sisters
proves that marriagein al subsequent generations
must not extend beyond brothers and sisters, Well,
I accept the objection for argument’s sake. But il 1t
is afiirmed that tho extension of the marriage "
tian bu{ond brothers and sisters favors polyganiy or
& plurality of wives so it favora polyandry, or &P‘}“‘
rallty of husoands. 1 goin for equal rights, and 1 a
man can have many wives & woIDan can have
husbands—(laughter;—and if the law of God justl
fies the former 1t ﬁnauﬂcs the {_nmr. Applause.)
Historians refer to the practice of pol ry. 1t ex-
1518 to<ay in some |:ortlam of the earth. lsay il
.pulﬂ!nm{ la right on the one hand then polyandry 18
right om the other, But the polygamusts say that if
monogamy 18 true, from the fact of the création of
one man and one woman, it also sanctions lncest,
because the immediate children of Adamand kve
married. is the auswer 0 this argu-
ment? Bome aotsa Are w in  themsclvea;
other acts arée wrong in virtue of a violation of law.
Murder is wrong per se, whlle the _ngtl of Adam
eating the forbidden fralt derived (ts sinfulitess frrom
the Divine prohilbition. Murder derives its criminal

clhll‘ﬂﬂh_al' from the constiiution Qf vhings, sod tie

BAMO 18 true of sulcide. Ta both the end of mun’s
oreation i defeated, a8 18 wlso the inteation of whe
Divine Creator, 1o alter years it Lecuind nocessary
Lo exprogs the constitution of thinga ta & poslive
law, and henoe the command ““Ihou shalt not kil "
But, on the contrary, the marriage of Adum's sons
and dgughters was not only In compliance with the
Divine command (o multiply, LY Was In apcordance
With the Intention of the Creator until otherwise
ordered. It 1 an old paying, “Where there 18 no
law there (8 no trausﬁmamn," “3in I8 the trans.
ﬁ:‘lnlm Of the law.'" Law may be expressed im

© order of nature, or (n & positive enactment.
The marriage of Adwn's sons snd da
was mot An In lteelf, and the erime of

crea when, for the irat time, the law of conasn-
waa given by Moses, ut why shouid. they
wing nllrl;!m ;Iwemon of ;m :u,:u'm)zt-l
such cases q
ent time; no such oases in tmﬁmodu.;m Ll:
there not sophisiry in the objeotion? Can we Lave
faith in those whio u thas ‘objection?t It 1s
for the want of sound and wmen
is_repeated m-:’uf (%

n thia passage
Illhfl-f‘ll:fe‘ Witnoss' hetwoon thee and
ath been wi
youih, sgalnst whom thou hast deal} st thy
1s 8h6 thy companion and the wile of, thy oove-
ant. And did he not make one? Yet had
resldue of the spint. And wherefore onet
might Acek & Iy seed, ‘Iberefore take heed to
yoar spirit, and let none deal treacherously againsg
the wife of his youth,"
Now, what s the Mormon interpretation of thise
It 18 here pald, “And did he not make onet™
interpret it adna dld"nor. one muke?" that 1)

not one God of e say, “Did ne nol make
onot" that is, *one flesh.” But the po?mnﬂ
\ wel ' We Bo-

&ny, ‘‘Did not one God maker'
cep “And wherefore onet'' that /L0

to the Mormon uterpretation, “Why did not two or
three gods mwake! You seg the absurdity, while
your good sense will not permit you to fasten on
eliber the original Hebrew or our transiaiion. ‘Ihen
Malachl takes up the tranalation of Muses and hauds
It down, the law of monogamy ps indlcated io
Edeu. Moses opens the Old ‘Lestamont with mono-
amy, Ana Malachl closes it with the same, and thus
le last accents of prophecy ascended to mingle
with the wuﬁ ol ungels. More than this. Jesus
Obrist, 1n - Matthew xix., 6, 8, quotes these
Bame words, “‘lor this cause shall & man
leave father nond mother and shall cleave unto his
wife, und they twalin shall be one lesh,  Wherafora
they 8:-(! no more Lwatn, but one desh, What there-
fore God hath joned together let no man pub asun-
dor.”  First Muses, then Malachl, then Jesus Cnrist
takea up the sawe subject—tne declaration of mouo-
gamy 8sa law, Then we pass on to the Apostle
Paul, Eph. v., 23-31:—*'80 ought men to love their
Wived as thetr own bodies, Lie that lovetn his wile
loveth himselr.! *For this cause shall & man leave
his father and mother, aud shall be Joiaed unio Lis
‘wile, and ihey two shall be one flesh,”

Now, let ds sumn up this argumeat. Fere Moses
stands pmid the thunders of Mouunt Sinal and an-
nounces to us the law of monogamy 10 the declara-
tion of marrl in the luuocency of mun;
then lachil, the Ianst of the prophets, re-
peats 1t; then Jesus Christ comes, sad “He
who apake a4 never man spake' reaflirng
what o83  and alschl  had  sald;  then
5t, Faul, the greatest of the Apostles, who was
caught up into the third heavens, relterates what
had been declured by Moses and Malachl and Jesus
Onrise—namely, that macriage 18 a union ol one man
&nd ong woman, Lo the exclusion of the third party.

Our pext argument i drawn from Deuteronomy
xvil,, 17, aliuding to the king—-*Neither shail he
mulliply wives Lo himsell, that his heart turn not
Bway.’” The Morimons say that this Is unswered by
the fuct that it 18 also sald in &uaother place, “He
#hall not multiply horses to himsell." 'fhey say,
“(un he not have two or more horses ¥ The auswer
to Lils 18 that there {3 no law lmiting the number of
lior: but there is a law limiting the number of
Wives. The original law, coming down through ail
the ages of the past, 14 oue wile, ‘h‘uan they quote
Leviticus xxi., 18, *And Le shall ®ake a wile in her
virgimty.” I think It 18 congeded un,all hands that
the Jewish high prlest, that 18 the grw high
priest, who wore the Urim and Thummin,
who entered the holy of holles, was to have bui one
wife. That Ls the law of Moses, 1s this law kept
here in Utah? And this doctrine 1a brought out
equally distinctly In Timothy L, 2—"A bispo
then, must be blameless, the husband of one wiie,'
“ARIY they say, *that refers to a bishep, ana means
that he must have one wite any Lhow, «8nd &3 Iau,
morewives he can get.” Tnatlsd thelr nterpretation
of the passage. Bui we arlirm Liat the distinction 13
not Letween the unmarried man and the married
man, but between o man with one wife and a man
Wwith many wives; for if the distinction 13 belwaen
an unmarried man and & married man--that s, if &
bistiop must have ous wile, nolens vo.ens—ihen no
unmarrled man can be an elder ln the Churon of
God; If a minister loscs his wife he must cease
to be & miolster untll he geis anolher. But,
acrording to this srgument, what shall we do
with John (he Baptistt lle was never married.
What shall we do with St Paul? If he had bean
married he was a widower during most of his apoa.
tolle life.  What shall we say of Bishop Asbury, Uit
old bachelor who used to scowi whenever & woman
came into bis preseace? Aud whatl shall wo say of
Jolhn Weslcg. who remalied unmarried many years?
And it had besn better for him awl the Chaieh i he
had never marrled. Now, we assert that L this
decirine be true no man can be an elderin the
Chureh of God or an eficlent mintster untii he 18
marifed. This I8 an absurity; for “in heaven they
neither Marry or aie given lu marrlage.” Buc it is
sald that i polygamy did not ilea prevail Paul
conld not have beea guilty of the abaonrdily of writ-
ing that letter canttoning the Church agoinst having
& Llshop with more than one wife. Now, what are
tho facts louching this? The facts are sumply
these:—That while polygamy exlsted to a very hmited
extent at that tme, yet no polygamist was admitted
into the Ohristian Clureh; and this s proved by the
fuct that ln First Corluthians, vil,, 2, {6 18 sald, ©Let
every man have his own wife, and Jet every woman
have her own husband.”  You se=e that the Orat re-
rerrad to the bishop—to the minlstry; Lut that this
refora to the laity. Now, il every man have his own
wile and every woman her own husband, then | psk
yon where does polygamy come inl It certalnly
does not cowme in lere; for nothing can be mure ex-
plicit, nothing cun be more simple, terms cannot be
more emphatic than “Let every man have his own
wife, and let every woman have her own husband. '
1t was Lecuuss ol Lhese assertlons that Blackstone,

demnad by the 1aw of the New Teatamen

And in ts connectlon il 18 prober to slate & pal-
pable contradleiton wn the assertions of the Mormon
Polygamm:a. They assert that monogamy calne

rom the Greeks and Homans; they also assert that
g?lyganu Was universal at the time of Clbrist and

8 uposiles. This lust wsseriion is made tw prove
that polyigamists were admitted to the early Chris.
tian Church, Now, If monogamy came from the
Greeks and Romans, then polygamy coud not have
becn universally prevalent; tor 1t is admitted Lbat al
that time the Homans held sway througnout the
eivillzed world, and wheére they held away thelr
laws prevailed,

But they say there were polygamista In that day.
Very well, Let me tell you of a few. Thero was
Hurod, sometimes called the Great, who had ten
wives, who murdered all the little children of Beth-
lehem from two years old and under; who pu
w death his eecond wife Marlamne; who
oraered the execution of his eldest gon
Autipator, whom Le by lls fust wife
Dorls, aud who executed nhis two sons Alexander
and. Aristobulos, the children of Manrumune, Then
tiiere was Llerod Antipas, who married lis brother
PLIlp's wives while Phulltp was Uil living, and whe,
to pleage Splome the dancer, put John the Baptist to
deatli, And then there was Josephus, who was sus-
pected asg a trattor both by Jews and Homans. Such,
my [rlenys, were the polygauists of those days,
Now, we deduce an argument [(rom the equallza-
tion of the sexes, or, (n other Wwords, the equal pro-
portion of weles and females. We assert thut the
reat doctrine taught by Paal, “Let every man have
s own wife and let every wo:uuan have her own
huaband,” (8 fonnded upon an equally great physieal
lnw, 'Take, for instance, the census of the Unlted
Btates for 1860. Toe dgures are ad lollows:—

Exocess of
Muios,

White population
Colored populatior
Inlan populatiol

Grent Britiin has an excess of 700,000 females;
but add the excesa of eltner sex represening the
two great branches of the Apnglo-Saxon race—iaka
our excess of males and England's excess of fe-
males—and then you [ortify the fact already stated—
viz., an egual propertion of males and females, Now
take the five great nations of Europe—France, Ans-
tria, Bpain, 1taly and Prussia. In these i
nattonsa there 1s a total population or 133,000,000, and
in these 135,000,000 there |8 an excoss of only 1,074,000
femalea—our wile for each man and the 138th part of
moother wife for the same man. That I8 not enongh
to go arowiid. Bubnow add the standing armies of
those-countries, on what is known as a peace looting,
and you gel 1,135,675 more men, giving In those nu~
tions an e¢xcess of 61,575 malea, Buvit 1ssard “That 13
not the puint.” Doubtless it i8 not for the other slde,
but it s for oura, But they say we musi consider the
relative proportion of the sexcs atn marrlageanie
age.  What 18 o marriageable age? Why they dx it
at from fitesn to twenty. That 13 mot the 1wmar-
riageable age of Amertcan ladles, It may apply to
the Holtentots or KEgyptians, but, As a rule, Amert-
can ladles do not marry betweeid thoae ages. The
marriageable age of American ladies can be fixed
at between fifteen and thirty, of, more proparly
between eighteen and . Now it 18 assert
that memlfa an excesa of flity thousand females
between the ages of fliteen and twenty in she United
Blates, and those who make thal assertlon enumes
rate Vermont, Massaohusetts, Pennsylvania and
New York. If they enumerate those 1ew States as
having an excessof fomales, I nmnmsam Lo enymes
rate nla.bnmghﬁ;lms, Caldornia, Delaware, Florl
da, Georgia, 018, l‘lldlulnﬁ Iowa, Kansas, Ken-
Loulsians, Michigan, Minnesotn, Misaissip
Missourl, ure%nn. Tennesses, Wisconsin, Texas, Ne-
braska end Nevada, amd the Territorles of New
Mexico, Colorado, Dacotah and Washington, in all of
which there I8 an excess of marm eabfa males.
But I am &rgmm to assert that between
tbe ages of fifteen and thirty there ero 61,000 inore
males than females Lo the United States. This being
the fact the argument canncl hinge upon what 18
calied & mairiageable nﬁc. Bat we must take a
broader sweep and luclude humanity, and copslder
s great law touching the equalization of the sexes;
and this will be substanilated by the facta of the
census of all civiized countries. Such, then, 18 the
arguinent from the consus, Suppose there are 1
the Unlted States 60,000 more mAarringeable [emales
than males and a popuiation of 40,000,000, that were
a mere bagarells, not enough to go around on
Were wo all Mormon elders some poor fellows woul
be doome by the scanty provision of nature Lo one
wile, Supposn there arve in the United Stalo
10,009,000 of marriageable men and 10,000,000 o

Males. Femalea,
16,036,690 | 15,834,105
1,985,000 1,971,000

18,400 17,500

11,000
1,700

marMageable wowen, and a surplas ol 60000 @

that great jurlst, asserted thap “polygamy 14 con-
b



